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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including tine fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on October 
15, 2007 has been entered. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
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3. Claims 1 , 3-7 and 9-1 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kihl et al. US Patent 6,222,536 B1 in view of Lomet et al. US Patent 
6,182,086 B1. 

Regarding claim 1, Kihl et al. teaches a program product that helps service 
processors receive instructions from an operator [note: relay server system for use in an 
on-line banking system col. 1 line 55 through col. 2 line 10], the program product causing 
a computer system to perform a process comprising the steps of: 

(a) upon issuance of an inquiry from a service process to the operator, storing 
the inquiry to the operator in an inquiry buffer [note: in the inquiry message generating 
process, the inquiry message generation block 41 initializes an inquiry buffer, e.g., the temporal 
storage block 43 col. 6 lines 35-52; Figure 4 (43) TEMPOfRAL STOfRAGE BLOCK (i.e. 
inquiry buffer)]; 

(b) in response to a first delivery request from a first client, retrieving the inquiry 
pending in the inquiry buffer and sending the retrieved inquiry to the first client over the 
network [note: abstract "request processing unit for analyzing input request message to 
generate a corresponding handling process based on the analyzed request type"; REQUEST 
PROCESSING UNIT (22) Figure 2; also see col. 4 lines 28-33]; 

(c) upon receipt of a reply from the first client, forwarding the received reply to the 
service process, as well as storing the received reply and corresponding inquiry as a log 
record in a log memory [note: col. 2 lines 36-43; col. 7 lines 4-18 response message 
analyzer 47 analyzes the response message name ... field data designated as save on the 
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process control information is stored in temporal storage block 43, and then the extracted 
response data is relayed to the response format conversion block]. 

Although Kihl et al teaches the invention substantially as cited above they do not 
explicitly teach retrieving and sending log records. Lomet et al. teaches during 
request/reply interactions capturing or recording the information in a log buffer and 
committing the reply record to a stable log before the reply Is sent back to the client 
[note: abstract; Figures 2-4 and 7]. Lomet also provides for the limitation: "(d) in 
response to a second delivery request from a second client on the network, consulting 
the log memory to retrieve log records of past replies that were made to inquires 
[note: Lomet, teaches during request/reply interactions capturing or recording the 
information in a log buffer and committing the reply record to a stable log before the 
reply is sent back to the client abstract; Figures 3-4 and 7]. It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill at the time of the invention to have combined Lomet et al. with 
Kihl et al. because logging records would provide a means of backup if the system were 
to crash. 

4. Regarding claim 3, wherein: the second delivery request contains search 
conditions for the log memory; and said log record retrieving step (d) retrieves log 
records that match with the search condition specified by the second client [note: Kihl et 
al. column 3 lines 48-54 teaches storing subscriber access history information and 
output screen information (i.e. search) ]. 
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5. Regarding claims 4, 5, 7, and 9-13: 

(claims 4 and 5) "the second delivery request form the second client requests 
delivery of a message log record ... reply log record" [note: Kihl et al. teaches a request 
processing unit 22 for handling process and session management 23 col. 4 Iine25 
through col. 5 line 7]. 

(claim 7) wherein the inquiries sent at said inquiry sending step (b) include a list 
of possible answers [note: Kihl et al., Figure 4 (47) and (46); col. 7 lines 27-32]. 

(Claims 9-11) notifying the service process of cancellation [note: Kihl et al. 
Session End Time Figure 6 step 209 Terminate Process and 208 Initialize Timer; also 
note Lomet, Figure 8 step 142 Notice of Application Termination]. 

(Claims 12 and 13) further comprising the step of dispatching a command upon 
receipt of the reply to the pending inquiry [note: Kihl et al. Figure 7 step (31 1); col. 6 
lines 5-16]. 

6. The limitations of claims 14-17 parallel claim 1 ; therefore they are rejected under 
the same rationale. 

7. The limitations of claim 6 parallel claim 3; therefore it is rejected under the same 
rationale. 
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8. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kihl et al. 
US Patent 6,222,536 B1 in view of Lomet et al. US Patent 6,182,086 B1 and Nakagawa 
et al. US Patent 5,835,911. 

Although Kihl et al. and Lomet et al. teach the invention substantially as cited 
above, they do not explicitly disclose first and second clients are implemented on a 
single computer platform. However Nakagawa et al. teaches a network over which 
inquiries may be transmitted that may be configured or implemented various ways [see: 
Figure 5 step (SI 2); col. 23 lines 42-49; col. 25 lines 29-32 various settings can be easily 
and properly be defined for respective users; col. 58 lines 39-43 various ways of operation]. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time of the invention to have 
combined Nakagawa et al. with the cited references because Nakagawa et al. further 
shows how inquiry interaction within the network may be customized for certain users 
within the network. 

Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments filed December 20, 2007 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

In the response Applicant argued the following: 



Argument : Claims 3 and 6 were rejected under 35 USC 1 12 first paragraph and second 
paragraph as being incomplete for omitting essential elements, such omission 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/721 ,543 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2168 

amounting to a gap between elements. Applicant states claims 3 and 6 have been 
amended; therefor withdrawal of the rejection is requested. 

Response : Applicant's amendment overcomes the rejections cited under 35 USC 112. 

Argument : Regarding the rejection cited under 35 US 103(a), Applicant argues the 
examiner does not present a specific reason as to why Lomet allegedly discloses the 
sending operation. 

Response : In the client-server system, Lomet a client sends a request to a server and 
the server returns a reply to the requesting client [col. 5 lines 1-6]. The client creates log 
records for each request and reply message that it exchanges with the server Inquiry 
and returns a reply to the requesting process [see: col. 1 1 lines 55-67]. Lomet provides 
for variations in processes which provide for consulting the log records for past replies 
[see: col. 5 lines 18-54]. Also, Klhl teaches a protocol processing and history Information 
In which Input request messages are analyzed and corresponding handling process 
may be defined based on input [see abstract]; therefore a specific protocol for how new 
messages are sent could be defined by the end-user. 

Lomet does not teach that the log is simply used to capture client-side 
Interactions; but rather that the log can be used to store operations as required by an 
Imposed application. The log record is generated for each write operation on database 
objects and each reply message, see column 10 lines 35-50, column 11 lines 55-61, 
and Figure 4 log (96) inside memory (78). Lomet, teaches during request/reply 
interactions capturing or recording the information in a log buffer and committing the 
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reply record to a stable log before the reply is sent back to the client; this provision 
implies consulting a log record note abstract; Figures 3-4 and 7. 

Argument : Applicant states claim 2 is patentable via independent claim 1, stating 
Nakagaka et al adds nothing of relevance to the combination of Kihl and Lomet. 
Response : In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine 
the references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071 , 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, Nakagawa et al. 
teaches a network over which inquiries may be transmitted that may be configured or 
implemented various ways Nakagawa et al. was combined with the cited references 
because Nakagawa et al. further shows how inquiry interaction within the network may 
be customized for certain users within the network. 

Conclusion 

1 0. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Greta L. Robinson whose telephone number is 
(571)272-41 18. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9:30AM-6:00PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tim T. Vo can be reached on (571 )272-3642. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Greta L. Robinson/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2168 



March 14, 2008 



